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ABSTRACT

BLUE AND PURPLE: OPTIMIZING THE COMMAND AND CONTROL OF FORWARD
DEPLOYED NAVAL SPECIAL WARFARE by LCDR James W. Collins, USN, 128

pages.

This study examines naval special warfare’s roles, missions, and command structures from
various periods in its evolution to determine a set of principles for effective and efficient
command and control. The study examines selected case studies utilizing joint publication 3-05,
Doctrine for Joint Special Operations, as the framework for analysis. The case studies examined
include World War II and the formation of underwater demolition teams (UDT); the Korean War
and UDT’s initial raids ashore; Vietnam and the creation of SEALSs; Operations Earnest Will,
Just Cause, and Desert Shield/Storm; and concludes with current theater special operations
command (SOC) and fleet taskings.

The analysis reveals two primary requirements for effective and efficient command and control
of naval special warfare forces. The first requirement is a command and control structure that
can coordination and integrate with conventional and unconventional supporting assets. The
second requirement is a formalized mechanism to ensure that employed forces are designed,
organized, and integrated in support of the theater commander’s operational or strategic
objectives. The study concludes that past commanders most effectively exercised these
principles by assigning in theater naval special warfare assets under the command and control of
a single, forward deployed senior officer responsible for the planning, coordination, and
execution of assigned roles and missions.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
The Romans said, “If you would have peace, you must be prepared
for war.” And while we pray for Peace, we can never forget that
organization, no less than a bayonet or aircraft carrier, is a weapon of
war. We owe it to our soldiers, our sailors, our airmen, and our
marines to ensure that this weapon is lean enough, flexiblie enough,

and tough enough to help them win.'

Congressman Bill Nichols of Alabama, Congressional Records

Discussing militaries in periods of peace, Michael Howard, the noted British military
historian and strategist, stated “whatever doctrine the Armed Forces are working on now,
they have got it wrong. . . . [However] it does not matter that they have got it wrong. What
does matter is their capacity to get it right quickly when the moment arrives.™ In 1942 the
military realized that its doctrine for amphibious operations had no way of determining the
conditions a force would encounter between the near-shore and high water line. It was after
Tarawa in the Pacific, but before Normandy in Europe, that the use of swimmer scouts and
demolition experts was adopted to collect this vital information.’

During the Korean War, the Navy would reluctantly task these same demolitioneers-
-one of the only amphibious capable forces in theater--to conduct raids ashore behind enemy
lines. Later, in response to President John F. Kennedy’s challenge to develop a new strategy
for engaging the communist insurgency in Vietnam, the Navy again drew from the ranks of

the Underwater Demolition Teams (UDTs), creating a “different kind of force,” a force with



unique maritime capabilities, the U.S. Navy SEALs (Sea, Air, and Land).4 In each instance
the men of UDTs, SEAL teams, or special boat units, organized, trained, and deployed into
combat conducting the unconventional maritime operations not envisioned by planners
during periods of peace.

Following Vietnam, naval special warfare forces assigned to U.S. Pacific and
Atlantic fleets continued to support the Navy, primarily conducting its traditional
hydrographic reconnaissance and maritime special operations tasks. In 1986, Congress
passed the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense (DOD) Reorganization Act (also
known as the Goldwater-Nichols Act) and later the Cohen-Nunn Amendment, which
specifically addressed special operations. As a result of these laws, and the DOD’s
interpretation of the laws, all naval special warfare forces were placed under the combatant
command (COCOM) of the newly established United States Special Operations Command
(USSOCOM). Many senior officials and Navy officers felt that the law significantly
challenged naval special warfare’s role in support of fleet operations.5 Secretary of Defense
Casper Weinberger, using a clause in the Nunn-Cohen Amendment allowed operational
control (OPCON) of designated naval special warfare units conducting predeployment
training and deploying in support of fleet commanders to remain with the commander in
chief’s of the Pacific and Atlantic fleets.

The intent of the Cohen-Nunn Amendment and its means of implementation have
over the last eight years changed the way naval special warfare deploys and conducts its
operations. Since the passing of the Cohen-Nunn Amendment, unified theater special
operation commands (SOCs) have become more robust, with a growing number of special

operations forces (SOF) from each of the services placed under their operational control.®



Another resuit of the amendment is the addition of Major Force Program 11 (MFP-11), the
most critical part of the legislation that created USSOCOM, which has significantly
increased both the quality and quantity of naval special warfare training and assets. The
command and control support structures and assets available to naval special warfare today
are not the same command and control support structures or assets that were available in
1987. Also, the threats faced by today’s warfighter are not the same as the threats faced by
warfighters ten years ago. Theater commanders have an increased requirement for SOF to
provide the foreign internal defense (FID) skills required to conduct prolonged engagement
operations in support of their peacetime strategies. Naval special warfare has not
traditionally focused its efforts on the “diplomatic” training or planning required to conduct
these missions. Special operations has identified the threat of weapons of mass destruction
(WMD) as a new direct action mission, and the Navy has adopted its new vision
“Forward...From the Sea,” which focuses the naval service away from operations on the sea
towards power projection in the littoral regions of the world.” Both of these requirements
will demand the traditional “warrior” skills of naval special warfare. What then has
remained the same? And what lessons can naval special warfare learn from its past that are
applicable to the requirements of today and tomorrow’s uncertain future?

History has shown that introspection and self-examination are critical to a military’s
training and preparation for war. This study examines periods in the evolution of naval
special warfare to determine a set of overarching command and control principles that have
lead to efficient and effective use of naval special warfare forces. The study then examines
how these principles can be employed to support naval special warfare operations in

response to today’s and tomorrow’s operational requirements. In light of the intent of the



Cohen-Nunn Amendment, its impact on naval special warfare capabilities, and the
communities expanding experiences in a post Goldwater-Nichols joint operations arena, itis

apparent that a time for introspection and self-examination is in order.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study is threefold. First, it analyses how naval special warfare
can support two commanders conducting operations in the same theater--the maritime

component commander and the special operations commander--and achieve “unity of effort”
without sacrificing warfighting capabilities.g Second, the study provides an analysis of how

past commanders employed naval special warfare forces to obtain strategic and operational

objectives through the design, organization, integration, and conduct of their campaigns or
operations. Finally, the paper provides a consolidated and concise reference of naval special

warfare’s evolving roles, missions, and command and control structures.

Significance of the Study

Joint Vision (JV) 2010 provides the conceptual template for how the military will
posture itself to prepare for the future. JV 2010 envisions the military “channeling the
vitality of its people and leveraging technological opportunities to achieve new levels of
effectiveness in joint warﬁghting.”9 SOF Vision 2020 responds to JV 2010 defining several
key characteristics of special operations, and special operations forces, into the next century.
Key among them are providing “core capabilities not available anywhere else in the military
that are regionally orientated--culturally, linguistically, and politically--while remaining a

rapidly deployable, agile, joint force.” A force that is “already there or first to deploy.”‘0



The Navy’s “Forward...From The Sea” also sees naval forces, naval special warfare
included, as providing “the critical operational linkages between peacetime operations and
the initial requirements of a developing crisis or major regional contingt:ncy.”l '
Naval special warfare has examined the requirements of its warfighting commanders within
the template of Vision 2010 and SOF 2020, and created its own conceptual template for the
future, Vision 2000. The process of examination that resulted in Vision 2000 is one of the
most serious and in-depth self examinations the community has conducted since the passing
of the Cohen-Nunn Amendment. As a result of this self-examination, Vision 2000 proposes
major organizational changes to its current command structure. 12 By studying past
characteristics of naval special warfare’s roles, missions, and command and control
structures, this study seeks to provide additional considerations and recommendations to

Vision 2000 and contribute to the current debate on how naval special warfare can best

posture its forward deployed forces.

Scope

The study focuses primarily on the UDT and SEAL team components of naval
special warfare and its integration into the operational level of command and control.
Various command and control organizations are examined against the backdrop of evolving
roles and missions. The study begins with Scouts and Raiders, Naval Combat Demolition
Units, the creation of UDT(s) during World War I, and continues into the present day arena
of joint, combined, and interagency operations. The specific time periods examined are:

1. World War II (1943-45): Hydro-reconnaissance and underwater demolition

2. Korea (1950-51): Reluctant raiders

3. Vietnam (1964-68): Unconventional and riverine warfare



4. Operation Earnest Will (1987-88): JTF Operations
5. Operation Just Cause (1989): JSOTF Operations
6. Operation Desert Shield Storm (1990-91): Theater SOCs

7. Current Operations (1994-present): Theater SOCs and Task Group Sixth Fleet

Research Questions

Primary Question. How can naval special warfare optimize the command and
control organization of its forward deployed forces, and effectively and efficiently support
the challenges of today’s warfighting commanders?

Supporting Questions. Joint Publication 3-05, Doctrine for Joint Special Operations,
provides the basis for supporting questions. In general, joint doctrine’s guidance specifies
that special operations require responsive and unified command and control structures,
which avoid layering of headquarters within the chain of command. Layering of commands
is avoided because it decreases “responsiveness, creates an opportunity for a security
compromise, and 1s unnecess:;\ry.”]3 Joint Pub 3-05’s guidance goes further to state that
regardless of the commander exercising operational control, the organizational relationship
should:

a. Provide for a clear and unambiguous chain of command.
b. Avoid frequent changes in operational command between commanders.

c. Provide for sufficient staff experience and expertise to plan, conduct, and
support the operations.

d. Ensure that SOF personnel to be employed are involved in the complete
planning process: personnel conducting the mission must be thoroughly familiar with all
operational and support requirements, and required mission capabilities must match
those of the employment force.



The above criteria provide the framework for the following additional supporting

questions:
1.

2.

What are the historical roles and missions of naval special warfare?

What are the overarching characteristics, strengths and weaknesses, of naval
special warfare command and control?

What characteristics of naval special warfare are key to effective operations?
What are the current and future roles and missions of naval special warfare?
What is Vision 2000’s concept of command and control arrangements for
forward deployed naval special warfare units?

In light of historical analysis, does Vision 2000’s concept of command and

control support future roles and missions?

Methods and Procedures

Chapter two provides background material for understanding the context of the

research question. This chapter further details the events surrounding the Cohen-Nunn

Amendment that led to the formation of USSOCOM,; the concerns of the Navy on the

assignment of naval special warfare assets to USSOCOM; and the effects of the law ten

years later. Chapter three provides the historical development of naval special warfare’s

roles, missions, and evolving command and control structures. The case studies presented in

chapter three are analyzed in chapter four in order to determine a set of characteristics that

are key to efficient and effective use of naval special warfare forces. JV 2010 and SOF

Vision 2020 are also reviewed to determine future missions, tasks, and strategic concepts of



employment applicable to naval special warfare. chapter five draws from the proceeding

chapters for conclusions and recommendations.

Limitations

There is a large amount of classified material relating to naval special warfare and its
operations. The majority of this information concerns tactics, techniques, and procedures
used on highly sensitive operations. While these topics are classified, the overall command
and control structures of past operations are, in general, not. This study concerns itseif only
with those topics that can be examined in enough detail to draw general conclusions without
the use of classified documentation.

The majority of detailed and documented references to naval special warfare
operations since Desert Shield/Desert Storm still remain classified. However, naval special
warfare’s current and proposed (Vision 2000) forward deployed organizational structure is
unclassified. The study interprets from available research material the organizational
structures in question and makes every effort to confirm these results with individuals

actually involved in the operation.

Delimitations
This study focuses primarily on the operational level of command and control. The
level that links the tactical employment of forces to strategic objectives. Specifically the
study focuses on the “operational art--the use of military forces to achieve strategic goals

through the design, organization, [and] integration” of naval special warfare resources.



The study does not cover other service’s special operations forces or special mission
units, except when these forces were made available for support to the Navy, or where
comparison for clarity is required. Finally, only forward deployed command and control
structures will be examined. The complete study of naval special warfare’s organization and

structure is beyond the scope of this study.

Definitions of Key Terms

Command and control is the “exercise of authority and direction by a properly
designated
commander over assigned and attached forces in the accomplishment of the mission. Command
and control functions are performed through an arrangement of personnel, equipment,
communications, facilities, and procedures employed by a commander in planning, directing,
coordinating, and controlling forces and operations in the accomplishment of the mission.”"

Command is “actually separate and distinct from control. Command includes the
authority and responsibility for effectively using available resources and for planning the
employment, organizing, directing, coordinating, and controlling military forces for the
accomplishment of assigned missions. It also includes responsibility for health, welfare, morale,
and discipline of assigned personne].”“’ Command is “the commander’s business; it is an art and
requires judgment, experience, and thought, in order to bring focus to the organization.
Command cuts across functional areas.”"’
Control is “the authority which may be less than full command exercised by a

»l8

commander over part of the activities of subordinate or other organizations.” = Control is “the

business of the staff, but of keen interest to the commander and is more of a science than an art.



It is the process that regulates the functions of the organization. It operates within a functional
area, directs and manages that functional area, and depends on data and status information.
Control includes the technical means that enhance command. Control is based on common
doctrine, tactics, techniques, and procedures (TTP), control measures, communications, and
computt:rs.”19

Direct Action (DA) are “short-duration strikes and small scale offensive actions with the
purpose to seize, destroy, capture, recover, or inflict damage. Includes a wide variety of methods
of employment: raid, ambush, or direct attacks; emplacement of mines or munitions; standoff
attacks by fire; terminal guidance for precision-guided munitions; sabotage; and anti-ship
operations.”2 0

Foreign internal defense (FID) missions are “programs taken by the host government to
free and protect its society from subversion, lawlessness, and insurgency.”z'

Naval special warfare is “a specific term describing a designated naval warfare specialty
and covering operations generally accepted as being unconventional in nature and, in many
cases, covert or clandestine in character. These operations include using specially trained forces
assigned to conduct unconventional warfare, psychological operations, beach and coastal
reconnaissance, operational deception operations, counterinsurgency operations, coastal river
interdiction, and certain special tactical intelligence collection operations that are in addition to
those intelligence functions normally required for planning and conducting special operations in
a hostile environment. Also called NSW."

Naval special warfare forces are “those active and reserve component Navy forces

designated by the Secretary of Defense that are specifically organized, trained, and equipped to

conduct and support special operations. Also called NSW forces or NAVSOF."?

10



A naval special warfare group is “‘a permanent major command to which most naval
special warfare forces are assigned for some operational and all administrative purposes. It
consists of a group headquarters with command and control, communications, and support staff;
sea-air-land [SEAL] teams; and [SEAL] delivery vehicle teams. The group is the source of all
deployed naval special warfare forces and administratively supports the naval special warfare
units assigned to the theater combatant commanders. The group staff provides general
operational direction and coordinates the activities of its subordinate units. A naval special
warfare group is capable of task-organizing to meet a wide variety of requirements. Also called
NSWG."*

A naval special warfare task element “is a provisional subordinate element of a naval
special warfare task unit, employed to extend the command and control and support capabilities
of its parent task unit. Also called NSWTE.”*

A naval special warfare task group is “a provisional naval special warfare organization
that plans, conducts, and supports special operations in support of fleet commanders and joint
force special operations component commanders. Also called NSWTG.”*¢

A naval special warfare task unit is “a provisional subordinate unit of a naval special
warfare task group. Also called NSWTU.”?’

Operational control is “the transferable command authority that may be exercised by
commanders at any echelon at or below the level of combatant command. Operational control is
inherent in combatant command (command authority). Operational control may be delegated
and is the authority to perform those functions of command over subordinate forces involving
organizing and employing commands and forces, assigning tasks, designating objectives, and

giving authoritative direction necessary to accomplish the mission. Operational control includes

11



authoritative direction over all aspects of military operations and joint training necessary to
accomplish missions assigned to the command. Operational control should be exercised through
the commanders of subordinate organizations. Normally this authority is exercised through
subordinate joint force commanders and service and/or functional component commanders.
Operational control normally provides full authority to organize commands and forces and to
employ those forces as the commander in operational control considers necessary to accomplish
assigned missions. Operational control does not necessarily include authoritative direction for
logistics or matters of administration, discipline, internal organization, or unit training. Its
acronym is OPCON."?®

Principal missions are missions by both legislation and joint doctrine for special
operations. These mission include: direct action (DA); special reconnaissance (SR); foreign
internal defense (FID); unconventional warfare (UW ); combating terrorism (CBT);
counterproliferation (CP); civil affairs (CA); psychological operations (PSYOP); and
information warfare (IW)/command and control warfare (C2W).29 These missions are defined in
detail in the glossary.

Special reconnaissance (SR) or surveillance operations are conducted to obtain or verify
information concerning capabilities, intentions, and activities of an actual or potential enemy.
Also used to collect data concerning meteorological, hydrographic, or geographic
characteristics.*

Special operations are defined by USSOCOM Pub 1 as small units in direct or indirect
military actions that are focused on strategic or operational objectives. These operations “require
units with combinations of specialized personnel, equipment, training, or tactics that exceed the

routine capabilities of conventional forces. Modern special operations forces have evolved in
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response to the needs of the military and have an ongoing principal function of conducting
special operations.” Special operations forces’ “organization, equipment, training, personnel
selection, and tactics have changed as the threats have changc:d.”31

Purpose of special operations forces are to provide national command authorities with
forces capable of spearheading decisive victory as part of a joint team-anywhere in the world and
under virtually any condition. They provide unique capabilities not found in other elements of
the U.S. armed forces or those of other nations.”

Unity of command is one of the principles of war: For every objective, seek unity of
command and unity of effort.” Unity of command may or may not be one of the necessary steps
to achieve unity of effort.>*

Unity of effort is coordination and cooperation among all forces, not necessarily part of
the same command structure, toward a commonly recognized objective. Unity of effort in joint
forces is enhanced through the application of flexible command relationships.35 Unity of effort
is the objective of any command and control system, often defined synonymously with unity of
command. It directs all energies, assets, and activities, physical and mental, towards desired
ends.*

Theater special operations command are located in each theater and assigned to the
geographic commander in chief (CINC). The SOC is a subunified command that serves as the
functional special operations commander. The SOC commander is the JFSOCC and reports
directly to the CINC. One example of a SOC is Special Operations Command, Europe

(SOCEUR), who reports to commander in chief, Europe (CINCEUR).37

'House Armed Services Committee, “Hearings on the Reorganization of the Department
of Defense,” Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 19 February 1986.
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CHAPTER TWO
CONTEXT OF THE RESEARCH QUESTION
1 do not believe that this record is attributable to persistent bad luck
or an inadequate caliber of men in the armed services. In my view,
we have not been effectivel?l organized to fight the most likely battles

of the present or the future.

Senator William Cohen of Maine, Congressional Record

Formation of United States Special Operations Command

As discussed in chapter one, naval special warfare has experienced several major
organizational changes since its inception in the spring of 1942. The most significant
restructuring occurred on 1 March 1988 when the operational control of naval special
warfare groups one and two changed from their respective fleet commanders (commander in
chief Pacific fleet (CINCPACFLT) and commander in chief Atlantic fleet
(CINCLANTFLT)) to commander, naval special warfare command
(COMNAVSPECWARCOM). This change in operational control was the culmination of the
Cohen-Nunn Amendment, which placed all special operations forces under the COCOM of
the newly established USSOCOM.? In order to completely understand the context of the
Cohen-Nunn Amendment and its effect on current command and control arrangements, one
must examine first how Congress become interested in special operations; second, what was
the intent of Congress; third, what was the Department of the Navy’s reaction to the

implementation of the law; and last, how has the law affected naval special warfare.
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Cohen-Nunn Amendment. The Goldwater-Nichols Act of October 1986 did not
originally address the special operations deficiencies highlighted by the results of the
Holloway Commission’s investigation into operation Rice Bowl or the lessons learned
during operation Urgent Fury. Instead, the Goldwater-Nichols Act directed that a review be
conducted by the DOD on the “missions, responsibilities and force structure of the unified
and specified combatant commands.” Section 212 of the law directed that this review
address several key issues including “the creation of a unified combatant command for
special operations missions which would combine the special operations missions,
responsibilities, and forces of the armed forces.” The law gave the DOD one year to conduct
the review and report its findings. 3

Congress never waited for DOD’s report, and only a month later passed the Cohen-
Nunn Amendment that created both the office of the assistant secretary of defense for special
operations and low intensity conflict (ASD SO/LIC) and USSOCOM. The fact that
Congress did not wait for DOD’s report and passed the law so quickly makes it apparent that
many in Congress had already made up their minds on the issue of a new combatant
command.”

The provisions and mandates in the Cohen-Nunn Amendment are unprecedented.
Congress had for the first time mandated to the DOD the establishment of a unified
combatant command--a responsibility normally reserved for the President.’ Why did
Congress create this bill? What was its interest in special operations? Examining the events
and the individuals involved in the passage of the bill give evidence to Congress’ intent.

Desert One. In October of 1977, the German Counterterrorist Unit, GSG-9,

conducted an extremely successful assault on a highjacked Lufthansa Boeing 737 in
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Mogadishu, Somalia. The White House, taking note of the growing threat of terrorism,
asked for assurances that the United States military possessed a similar capability. In
November 1977, General Bernard Rogers, the Army Chief of Staff, activated a new Army
special operations unit that would prepare for a variety of operations to include
counterterrorism. This unit would later become the ground force involved in the 1980
aborted rescue operation in Iran.’

“On the night of 24 April 1980, under the code name operation Eagle Claw, the
United States launched forces towards Iran as the first step of a plan to rescue 53 American
hostages being held in Teheran by militant Iranian students.”’ The operation was complex
and high risk, pushing people and their equipment to the limit. At 0230 local time, in the
Iranian desert, at a forward refueling point designated Desert One, the commander in charge
of the scene made the tough decision to abandon the mission. This decision was forced on
him when three of the eight supporting RH-53 Sea Stallion helicopters were, for various
reasons, unable to complete the mission. As the forces initiated their extraction from Desert
One, one of the helicopters sliced into an EC-130 transport plane carrying a load of fuel.
The resulting explosion and fire took the lives of eight men. Also a significant amount of
equipment and classified documents were left behind. These documents, left in the
abandoned aircraft, compromised the mission’s in-country support thus preventing its use for
a possible future mission.

In the months that followed the failed rescue attempt, a stunned American public
endured the daily media reminders of the continued plight of the hostages and America’s
inability to do anything about it.® This disaster inflicted serious damage to American

prestige and pride. Later that year, President Carter lost his bid for re-election. Many
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questioned the U.S. military’s credibility and readiness--was the military a paper tiger?
What went wrong? Why did the mission fail? These were questions many Americans were
asking.9

Immediately following the failed rescue attempt, DOD, under heavy pressure from
the executive branch and Congress, initiated a board of investigation. The board was not the
customary judicial board searching for culpability, but a review board tasked to identify only
military lessons learned. Composed of retired and active duty senior officers, and chaired by
retired admiral and former chief of .naval operations, James L. Holloway III, the board
became known as the “Holloway Commission™ and results became known as the “Holloway
Report.” By the end of the inquiry, the panel had unanimously identified twenty-three issues
that suggested errors in judgment or situations that required remedial action.

One area of concern sited in the report specifically identified the penalties of an
informal command and control structure. The panel felt that the command and control at
senior levels was excellent, however mid-level command relationships were not always
clearly defined or understood. One example sited, relating to the effects of such an ad-hoc
relationship, described how Marine Corps pilots questioned orders to abandon their
helicopters because they did not know that the officer issuing the orders (Colonel James
Kyle, USAF) was the site commander. The commission also determined that ad-hoc
command relationships contributed to the inability to conduct a full dress rehearsal; allowed
units to train in isolation from each other; and created a difficult means of distributing
intelligence. The report concluded that “the absence of a clear-cut chain of command with
tightly defined responsibilities. . . coupled with the absence of completely integrated

training,” precluded the task force from achieving “its full poterxtial.”lo The panel’s report
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produced two major recommendations: first, the Defense department should establish a
counterterrorist task force, with a permanently assigned staff and certain assigned forces, as
a field agency of the Joint Chiefs of Staff; second, it recommended that the Joint Chiefs of
Staff consider the formation of a special operations advisory panel. .

These recommendations were accepted and implemented in the fall of 1980. The
Reagan administration took further action on 1 January 1984, establishing the Joint Special
Operations Agency (JSOA) with Major General Wesely Rice (USMC) appointed as the
director.'?

Post Vietnam draw-down. The establishment of these commands is a significant
special operations event when compared to where the community was heading during the
seventies. President John F. Kennedy’s establishment of special operations forces as a
means to fight communist aggression in Vietnam created considerable controversy within
DOD." Following Vietam, the Army reduced special forces from seven active duty groups
to three. The Air Force scheduled special operations gunships for deactivation or transition
to reserve status. Upgrade or modification programs for the aging fleet of MC-130 combat
talon aircraft were consistently delayed, and there was a complete lack of deep penetration
helicopters.'* U.S. Army special forces officers and U.S. Air Force special operations pilots
and crews believed that special operations assignments were not career enhancing. 15

The naval special warfare community had mixed feelings towards its component
service. Like the rest of the Navy, naval special warfare experienced a reduction in its
budget during the mid to late seventies and early eighties. SEAL teams and UDTs
experienced reductions in strength from 300 to 150 personnel per team. However, the

community’s end strength was still greater than before Vietnam.'® Within the Navy and
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Marine Corps there were discussions about decommissioning the teams. Many saw
amphibious warfare as an outdated tactic and felt that the Marines could and should be self-
supporting. 1

During the draw down, basic underwater demolition school (BUDs) continued to
train recruits in both UDT amphibious support tactics and Vietnam type direct action
operations. A SEAL platoon, consisting of two officers and twelve to fourteen enlisted, was
thought to be too large to conduct clandestine operations, and too small for seizing
objectives. In 1971, the Navy formed naval inshore warfare groups (NAVINSWARGRU)
Pacific and Atlantic.'® The concept was to place SEAL teams, UDTs, boat groups, explosive
ordnance disposal (EOD), and naval inshore underwater forces under one commander. On
the West Coast, the commander, Amphibious Forces Pacific (COMPHIBPAC), was dual
hatted with NTWG. Commander, NTWG was to serve as the principal adviser to the
amphibious commander on inshore warfare matters and to conduct combat and combat
support operations in coastal, river, or delta waterways. Under this concept UDTs continued
to deploy in support of amphibious ready groups, and SEAL platoons forward deployed to
naval special warfare units, supporting the fleet commander in small unit direct action or
special reconnaissance missions. By 1975 the NIWG concept was abandoned.'” Naval
special warfare groups regained OPCON and ADCON of UDT and SEAL teams. The
groups were responsible for the training and equipping of platoons for deployment in support
of the fleet commander.

In the eighties, the Reagan administration’s increased emphasis on defense and
counterterrorism had significant positive effects on naval special warfare. As a result, SEAL

teams’ direct action capabilities found a niche as an economy of force and force multiplier in
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the Navy’s SEASTRIKE strategy. Equipment was developed, or improved, to meet these
new taskings. The Emerson Underwater Breathing Apparatus (UBA) was replaced with the
LAR V Draeger and newly adopted French combat swimmer tactics, techniques, and
procedures, which resulted in tremendous improvements in SEAL team combat swimmer
attack capabilities. The Mark VII SEAL delivery vehicle (SDV) was replace with the Mark
VIII, which greatly improved the SDV’s range, navigation, and payload capabilities.
Supporting the new Mark VIII SDV were two chverted ballistic submarines fitted to mate
with a newly designed dry deck shelter (DDS). These submarines replaced the last special
operations capable submarine in the Navy’s inventory, the USS Grayback, which was
decommissioned in the early t:ightics.20 Naval special warfare officers were satisfied with
promotions, and SEAL enlisted advancement and retention rates were one of the highest in
the Navy.21

On the surface many of these improvements appeared to indicate progress, or at least
the Navy’s continued support of naval special warfare. However, the community received
only one dry deck shelter between 1982 and 1987, and it was fitted to the oldest of the fleet’s
SSNs.2 The community also lacked adequate small boat support. The SEAFOX, with the
exception of the Mark III patrol craft (first built in 1973), was the only craft procured for
naval special warfare following the Vietham War and its ability to support special operations
was severely questioned.?> Naval special warfare continuously forwarded requests for patrol
craft capable of conducting or supporting special operations. Years later the community
would receive the coastal patrol craft (PC), a lightly armed small ship (emphasis added) with
classic naval lines, manned by surface warfare officers, but incapable of supporting a

complete SEAL platoon.?*
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Thus the dilemma for naval special warfare was to choose between a forty-five-year
year tradition of continuous support to the Navy or the potential (but not guaranteed)
prospect of improved operational capabilities. Initially some senior officers saw little to be
gained by joining with the other services and feared that their principal mission, support to
the fleet, would be lost if they became part of an organization that was mostly ground
orientated. Others saw a great opportunity to operate under a command solely concerned
with special operations, vice a command that was engaged in blue water operations. Access
to special operations aircraft was another bonus that could enhance the SEALs mobility and
flexibility. Ultimately it was dollars and the ability to control its own destiny through the
procurement and management of special operations specific programs and equipment that
would have many officers saying in retrospect, “We didn’t know what we didn’t know.”*

Congressional Interest and Intent. The point of Congressional interest for the
reorganization of special operations forces can be traced to four individuals: Mr. James
Locker, Senator William Cohen, Congressman Dan Daniel, and Ted Lunger. The fact that
this group of individuals, with differing backgrounds, experience and agendas, all saw the
need to change the organization of special operations forces is important.26 It is also key to
understanding the intent of the Cohen-Nunn Amendment.

Mr. Locher was the director, from 1983 to 1985, of the Senate Armed Services
Committee’s directed staff study on the need to reorganize the defense department.
Published in 1985, the report looked at numerous conflicts in American history dating back
to the Revolutionary War. The study also looked into several special operations cases such
as Vietnam, Iran, and Grenada. What it discovered was a performance that was lackluster

and not very impressive. The committee concluded that emerging threats such as terrorism,
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insurgency, and other unconventional threats are not traditionally addressed by the services.
who focus force planning on high-intensity conflicts. The committee also addressed the
need for coordination among the services to reduce redundancy and create the ability to
approach emerging threats with innovative thinking and new approaches. The study
recommended the formation of a new command structure that was multifunctional, strong,
and organized to address low-intensity warfare and special operations. This study was taken
seriously by several members of the Senate Armed Services Committee.?’

Senator William Cohen became interested in the reorganization of special operations
after being approached by several credible former special operations officers looking for
assistance in rebuilding their former community. In January of 1986, the Senator wrote in
the Armed Forces Journal International of the need for a “clearer organizational focus for
special operations and a clear line for their command and control.”?

Samuel V. Wilson, Lieutenant General, U.S. Army, Retired, a legend in the special
operations community and considered one of the most credible SOF experts in the country,
gained influence with Congressman Dan Daniels, another early proponent of special
operations. As a member of the Holloway Commission and the Special Operations Advisory
Panel, Wilson had recommended that DOD establish a permanent joint task force ready to
respond to potential contingencies.

Next was Ted Lunger, a former U.S. Army special forces officer in Vietnam, who on
returning to his branch, artillery, discovered that he had not “punched the right tickets” for
promotion. With a bleak future he left the Army and eventually found a place on the House
Armed Services Committee. A determined individual, he set his sights on the reorganization

of special operations. It was this enthusiasm, however, that eventually cost him his job, when
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Congressman Les Aspin, the newly appointed chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee, fired him. Congressman Daniel was looking for a man like Lunger, and quickly
hired him for his personnel staff.?’

Congressman Daniel saw a parochialism in DOD, and a lack of creative thinking
about the issue of special operations, especially among senior officers. In a 1985 issue of the
Armed Forces Journal International titled “The Case for a Sixth Service,” Daniel said, “As I
watch the revitalization of our special operations capabilities proceed over the last few years,
I have become convinced that the readiness enhancements and force structure increases now
underway, while essential, are, in reality, treating the symptoms but not the disease.” He
detailed seven reasons why the U.S. should create a sixth service: philosophy,
professionalism, budgets, continuity, unique solutions to unique problems, advocacy, and
relationship with the National Command Authorities (NCA). His closing paragraph stated
that “no amount of directive 